IN the retrospect there is a certain feeling of flatness about the eighteenth century; almost the impression of an alluvial valley through which the river of time passed between the torrents of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries on its way to the turbulence of thought in the nineteenth and the violence of action of the twentieth. But this impression can be exaggerated. After all, the century had enough war even to suit modern demands; we lost -the American colonies but founded a new Empire; despite corruption' which shocks us to-day our political system took firmer shape, while literature, art and architecture flourished exceedingly. True, poetry declined to a wearisome imitation of the classical and Miltonic diction, which Cowper implicitly, and Wordsworth explicitly set themselves to break up. And herein we may trace a justification to the charge of flatness; the Age of Reason lacked imagination. Mark Rutherford illustrated this by saying that the curious dryness of the criticism of Shakespeare then was because there was so much in Shakespeare to which the eighteenth century could not respond. The Universities played no conspicuous part in the intellectual life of the country; this I should attribute largely to the fact that with some exceptions Fellows had to be in Orders and the current Natural Theology however edifying was not exciting.
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In medicine the gold-headed cane symbolized the rise in social status and wealth of the physicians. Men like Radcliffe and Mead lived in a style unequalled even in 'the palmy days of Victoria, and one which will seem incredible in the future. Samuel Johnson said of Mead that he "lived more in the broad sunshine of life than almost any man". It did not help medicine at Cambridge that for ninety-three years of the century there were only two occupants of the Regius Chair. Christopher Green appointed in 1700 held office until his death in 1741, at the age of -90, but during the last two years he had a deputy who became his successor. During Green's reign there was the famous controversy between the Royal College of Physicians and the Universities, the former demanding their licence before a medical graduate could practise in or within seven miles of London, and the Universities had to undertake to make their medical degrees strictly conformable with the statutovy cqualificaitions. And with good reas,on, for the results of examinations were biased by favouritism and the granting of degrees by royal mandate was rife. Neither Green nor his successor Russell Plumptre, who held office for fifty-three years, seem to have published anything or to have held much of a position in the medical world. Plumptre appears to have served one year on the staff of Addenbrooke's Hospital but no more. The mistake of his appointment to the Chair was all the more glaring as the brilliant William Heberden was available. Yet Plumptre came of a family that provided able men and women for two hundred and sixty years, from Huntingdon Plumptre of Nottingham to Dean Plumptre of Wells. Russell's father was President of the Royal College of Physicians for six years and his cousin became President of Queens' College. Nevertheless, the industrious annalist of the College of Physicians could find no more to say of him than that hewas "for many years father of the University and the longest resident that had then been known". Even that was not true, for his immediate predecessor Christopher Green had lived to be older and was resident longer than Plumptre.
In spite of these drawbacks, there were three events of primary importance to Cambridge medicine during the century, the establishment of certain laboratories, the foundation of Addenbrooke's Hospital and the gallant effort, of WYlliiam Heberden to institute a rational system of mi4teria medica and therapeutics. It will be convenient to deal with each of these events in turn rather than to observe a strictly chronological order. I Chapter I, " John Caius and the Revival of Learning," Proc. R. Soc. Med., 3.c. 61. Chapter II, "Francis Glisson and the Insurgent Century," Proc. R. Soc. Med., 36, 17.
DEc.-HIST. OF MED. 1 En the vear after Queen Anne had ascended the throne, Richard Bentlev, Master of Trinity, established in what is now called the Old Bursary what he described as an "elegant chymical laboratory" for Francis Vigani, who had just been appointed the first University Professor of Chemistry. Vigani who was born in Verona settled in Cambridge in 1683 and gave private tuition in chemistry and pharmacy. The professorship created for him was only titular and in recognition of the fact that he had "taught chemistry with reputation" in Cambridge for twenty years. His drug chest, which is preserved in Queens' College, has been fully described by Mr. Saville Peck before this Section. But this room in Trinity may also be regarded as the first physiological taboratory, for here Stephen Hales, FelItow of Corpus, applied his training in physics under Isaac Newton to physiological problems. He was the first to measure blood-pressure and made many other important observations in animal and plant physiology, besides studying problems of ventilation. Indeed he had been called the Harvey of plant physiology. His incursion into medicine was, however, less successful, as I showed in my paper on David Hartley. In 1716 the professors of anatomv and chemistry were accommodated, if that is the right word for such cramped quarters, in a house close to the old University Press. The professor of chemistry soon migrated to other quarters, but it does not appear likely that the study of chemistry can have been very seriously pursued, for when a vacancy occurred in 1764 Mr. Watson of Trinity was appointed through the influence of the Duke of Newcastle, then Chancellor, although it is recorded that "he knew nothing at all, had never read a syllable on the subject, nor seen a single experiment in it". After holding office for seven years, during which time he does appear to have acquired a real knoWledge of the subject, he became Regius Professor of Divinitv and final3y found his proper vocatiqh as Bishop of Llandaff. Nor can the first professor of anatomy, George Rolfe, appointed in 1707 have been very active, since in 1728 he was deprived of office for neglect of duty. At first dissections seem to have been carried out in the Old Schools, and it is to be feared that the body-snatchers made their contribution, for Laurence Sterne, who died in London from tuberculosis in 1768, appeared a week later on the dissecting table there. A grim return to his old University! Evidently the undergraduates had played a,part in such bodysnatching earlier, for when Matthias Mawson, Master of Corpus Christi College was Vice-Chancellor from 1730-32 he caused a Grace to be passed in the Senate to prevent this. In the words of Robert Master's History of the College (1753): "The practice of digging up human Bodies in the Church-Yards of the town and the neighbouring villages and the carrying them into Colleges to be dissected which became more common about this time, although to no small offence to afl serious people was now provided against, it having been hitherto omitted; and the Disturbances which this scandlous Practice caused between the Scholars and Inhabitants prevented." The way of the anatomists in pursuit of knowledge has always been a thorny one.
In 1762 when Dr. Richard Walker, Vice-Master of Trinity, bou.ght a large part of Austin Friary for a botanic and physic garden, some of the -"Great House" belonging to it was used as a botanical laboratory and lecture room. This house had been bought shortly after the dissolution by John Hatcher, who became -Regius Professor of Physic in 1554. It was then an extensive building full of old monastic furniture and tapestrv.
Here he lived in princely magnificence until his death in 1586-7. Yet he made his own lozenges and had his own shop in Bene't Street, which ironically enough must have been on the same site as the present Culpeper shop, devoted to the herbalist cult. For it was Nicholas Culpeper, a Cambridge man, who inculcated that hostility to medicine still manifested by his disciples by his dictum: "The Colledg of Phisitians are too stately to learn and too proud to continue." For a time after Hatcher the premises had been used by John Buck for the University Printing Press, and it was due to the example of was buried in the College chapel. He left his money to tound the Hospital and his lands to some relatives. He had no children. There is only one surviving work of his, whith was published while he was practising in London-an essay against Free Thinking, which has been described as "forceful but obscure". That I can well believe for a letter hanging framed in the hospital in which he complained of some breach of etiquette on the part of a professional colleague is couched in terms which are quite incomprehensible to me. In the Cole MSS. at the British Museum there is a letter from Mary Collis who looked after him in his latter days. She describes him as "a tall thin man, skilled in necromancy", who foretold the hour of his death which happened within five minutes of the predicted time; in this resembling Caius. He had all his manuscripts burnt in the courtyard of his house shortly beforehand. Mary Collis says he had "many oddities and [was] supposed at times to-be insane".
His bequest of £4,000 being inadequate for the purpose he intended, the money was allowed to accumulate until 1766, when an appeal for subscriptions was started on, May 1, which enabled the Hospital to be opened at Michaelmas of the same year. Even then it was very restricted for funds--until more legacies fell in, particularly that of Mr. John Bowtell in 1813. Its successful modern developments lie outside my present topic.
I now come to the most important figure in eighteenth century Cambridge medicine, William Heberden. He was the first man who tried to rationalize pharmacology and materia medica, while in clinical medicine he insisted on direct observation without slavish adherence to rradition. He entered St. John's College in 1724 at the early age of 14, subsequently becoming a Fellow. He resigned his Fellowship, however, as soon as he could afford to do so, in order to allow someone poorer to take his place. He gave an annual course of lectures for ten years, during four of them as Linacre Lecturer. Several of his students rose to positions of distinction. He exposed the legend of that famous antidote, the Theriaca Mithridates. This proved to be a very trivial mixture of 20 leaves of rue, I gr. of salt and two dried figs; and Heberden infers that even if Mithridates had ever used it, which he doubted, his escape was less owing to the strength of his antidote than to the weakness of the poison. Yet by the time of Celsus a farrago which went by the same namre consisted of 38 simples, and by the eighteenth century contained 70 ingredients. This was the kind of nonsenEe against which Heberden waged continual war; he ridiculed the stories about poisons concealed under the stone of a ring or emanating from perfumed gloves and letters. His Commentaries strike an entirely different note from that of most contemporary medicine. Although not put together until he was 71 he tells us that they were prepared from notes collected at the bedside and revised every month in a light of fresh cases, but without borrowing from other writers. He stated in the preface that: "I am willing to employ the remainder of my days in teaching what I know to any of my sons who may choose the profession of physic; and to him I desiie these papers should be given." As is well known his. second son, also a William, became a highly successful physician. The sceptical turn of mind previously shown in his lecture on toxicology reveals itself again and again iin these commentaries. Here are some examples: "Many physicians appear to be too strict in the rules of diet and regimen" a remark which was made a century later by Sir William Roberts and is still applicable to-day. "The difficulty of ascertaining the powers of medicine", he asserts, "must have been felt by every physician and no aphorism of Hippocrates holds truer to this day than that in which he laments the length of time necessary to establish medical truths and the danger of our being misled even by experience." Again, "very few remedies have justified promises. However, the title of specific' may be justly claimed by Peruvian bark for ague, quicksilver for venereal disorders, sulphur for the itch and perhaps opium for some spasms. Besides these it may be doubted whether ten others have on any good authority been confirmed to be specifics". Thus "we have the misfortune to have innumerable remedies for the worm, this being pretty generally a sure sign that we have not one upon which we can with certainty depend". On gout he is entertaining and well ahead of his times.. He says: "people are neither ashamed nor afraid of the gout, but rather ambitious of supposing that every complaint arises from a gouty cause and even try to contract it by means which happily for them are generally ineffectual . . . the belief that it is antagonistic to other diseases is fallacious." It will be remembered that Heberden's friend, Samuel Johnson, was cheered up when told by a Dr. Mudge that, gout would be antagonistic to his palsy! To continue:
"the criteria of suppressed gout are very obscure. Hardly any of them give us ground to suspect it when there are no signs of history of articular gout.... The belief that strong wines and in no small quantity are beneficial for gout arises not so much perhaps from a reasonable persuasion of its truth as from a desire that it should be true because they love wine." He attributed the value of the treatment at Bath to the change of surroundings and habits and to the suspension of business and cares rather than to something subtle in the waters.
He was more sceptical than Stephen Hales and David Hartley as to the value of Mrs. Joanna Stephens' n&torious soap leys cure for the stone atid records the case of a man who took '/2 oz. of this nauseous draught aimost daily for ten years. At the post-mortem one kidney was full of stones and there were two in the bladder. He tested the effect of soap leys in vitro on gall-stones, with a negative result and comments that "there is very little likelihood of their being able to do more in the body than out of it".
On pulmonary tuberculosis he remarks: "I have not seen proof enough to say that the breath of a consumptive is infectious and yet I have seen too much appearance of it to be sure that it is not." As to its treatment by a sea voyage which lingered in fashion until nearly the end of the nineteenth century, he is non-committal: "I can go no further in its commendation than to say consumptive patients have borne it well." But he believed in fresh air: "No cordial is so reviving and many persons have been stifled in their own putrid atmosphere by the injudicious."
Sydenham had said that jaundice might be due to hysteria on which Heberden comments: "No reasonable deference to this accurate observer can make anyone very much doubt of his having been mistaken." Yet that same mistake was copied into some of the textbooks still in use in my student days. It is curious that he should have been sceptical about the association between diabetes and carbuncle, but still more curious that he should say "diabetes is a complaint which happily occurs but seldom . .. I have scarce had the opportunity of observing 20 cases". But he is clear that it was "the symptom of some other distemper and not otfkidney disease". Sometimes he adopted an aphoristic style; thus of autonomous depression, he said: "It appears to be a misery much harder to be borne than most other human ills & makes every blessing tasteless & unenjoyable." Of the idea that epilepsy was likely to cease at puberty he wrote: "I should think [it] was founded on theory or in the hopes of the physician rather than on fact." On venereal diseases he commented: "Interested persons have endeavoured to exaggerate [the patient's] fears in order to make an advantage of them by the sale of their silly books and insignificant medicines." Again, "It is an inveterate opinion which my experience has uniformly contradicted that madness is influenced by the moon". "Palpitation of the heart in many instances arites from causes too fatal to admit or too frivolous to stand in need of a cure." "Lord Verulam blames physicians for not making euthanasia a part of their studies; and surely though the recovery of the patient be the grand aim of their profession, yet where that cannot be obtained they should try to disarm death of some of its terrors." His teaching was by no means simply negative. Some of his original observations now clearly re(ognized were forgotten for many years; thus he described dyschezia, as it is now called, and realized the coniinexion between fistuIa7in-ano and pulmonary tuberculosis. He knew that ast-hma was in many instances due to a nervous disturbance and he described the emphysematous liulke that might result. "A little grume of blood", said he, "often forms the nucleus of a stone." He described the post-herpetic neuralgia of elderly patients and recommended sulphates for dysentery (which in this country would presumably be bacterial). Yet of all the wit and wisdom of these commentaries only one thing is generally remembered, his description of the nodes which still go by his name. Nevertheless, he does not appear to have attached much importance to them himself, for this is all he has to say on the subject: "What are these little hard knobs about the size of a small pea, which are frequently seen upon the fingers, particularly near the top, near the joint? They have no connection with the gout, being found in persons who have never had it; they continue for life and being hardly ever attended with pain or disposed to become sores, are rather unsightly than inconvenient, though they must be some little hindrance to the free use of the fingers." In 1768 he gave the first real account of angina pectoris to the Royal College of Physicians in a paper entitled "Some Account of a Disorder of the Breast", which was based on 20 cases. Besides his lectures and his commentaries his principal literary efforts were directed towa-rds urging the College of Physicians to establish Medical Transactions.
The first of these appeared in 1767, but they only ran into three volumes. In addition to several original contributions he sketched out an admirable preface from which I may make the following quotations. "By attentively observing nature itself a greater progress has been made during the last century than had been till that time from the days of Aristotle." Speaking of the importance of forming one common stock of knowledge, he said: "It is high time that this should be done as physicians have . . . fully run the round of commenting on the ancients and contriving theories and teaching systematical doctrine. . . . Some physicians still choose to wrangle about the meaning of the ancients rather than to consult nature herself . . . notwithstanding all that Bacon and Harvey and Newton . .. have witnessed against this ancient veneration. . . In that sort of knowledge which depends wholly on experience, the latest writers must in general be the best.... The ancients are in reality very little read and attended to by practitioners, though the fashion of quoting and recommending them be still prevalent", and finally, "it were to be wished that writers would not confine themselves to relate only their succ-essful practice but would have the courage to tell us the ineffectual and hurtful." I think the character of the man standt out clearly from his writings. X'or those who scoff at the whole of eighteenth century medicine I recommend reading the works of Heberden.
After taking his M.D. he practised in Cambridge for about ten years during which time, in 1741, the Regius Chair fell vacant. As already stated Russell Plumptre, unfortunately as it seems to me, was appointed. Whether Heberden desired the post is unknown but I agree with Sir Humphry Rolleston that had he been appointed he would probably have brought about a new birth of medicine in Cambridge more than a century before it actually took place. As it was, he moved to London in 1748 having been elected F.R.C.P. two years earlier. He had apparently collaborated with Henry Plumptre, the father of Russell, in preparing a new edition of the London Pharmacopoeia. From this many useless drugs were deleted, but in some respects the purge was too drastic and several useful drugs had to be reinstated subsequently. Perhaps we may see Heberden's sceptical mind at work here. In 1749 he was elected F.R.S., delivered the Goulstonian Lectures and in the following year the Harveian Oration. Ten years later he gave the Croonian Lectures. But his heart seems always to have been in Cambridge and he often expressed a desire to return thither. On this point there are two different interpretations; Munk says practice came so slowly in London that Heberden thought he had better return, but his son's brief memoir gives no hint of this and certainly later on it was from his patients that the plea came for him to remain in London. Indeed although he declined the post of Physician to the King his practice became very large indeed. However, some support is given to Munk's view by the fact that he did not marry until he was 50. His wife was Mary Wollaston, a member of a brilliant family. By her he had five sons and three daughters. His second son, also named William, who became Physician-in-Ordinary to King George III and Queen Charlotte, declined a Baronetcy, but I do not know whether, like a physician of a later age, he asked for a fur coat instead! William Hyde Wollaston was a nephew of the elder Heberden; trained as a physician, he abjured practice as "mental flagellation" so anxious was he about his patients. Until he discovered how to make platinum malleable he was very badly off. After that he had a prosperous career in science. Among Heberden's friends were Cowper the poet, Bishop Warburton the truculent critic, and especially Doctor Samuel Johnson. Boswell said that "Johnson had in general a peculiar pleasure in the company of physicians", but Heberden seems to have been his favourite. When Johnson had his attack of palsy, with aphasia but not accompanied by agraphia, in June 1783 he urgently wrote for Heberden and Brocklesby to come and see him. It is satisfactory to record that he had recovered his speech sixteen days later. Subsequently he wrote to Brocklesby, "tell Dr. Heberden that in the coach I read Ciceronianus, which I concluded as I entered Lichfield". So they were evidently in harmony over their literary-interests. Heberden, Brocklesby, Warren and Butter all attended Johnson in his last illness without any fee, and in his will he asked each of them to take a book "at their election" from his shelves as a memento.
Heberden's sceptical attitude of mind did not extend to religion. On the death of a certain Dr. Conyers Middleton whose orthodoxy was much suspect, his widow consulted Heberden about the publication of a manuscript he had left on the inefficacy of prayer.
Heberden said that though it might be worthy of her husband's learning, it would be injunou-s to his memory. But as it appeared that a publisher would give £150 for it, he bought it from her for £200 and then burnt the manuscript.
In his 70th year he decided to restrict his practice, so he bought a house near Windsor where he resided in the summer but practised in London during the winter for several years longer. He was a great walker ithtil his 86th year, when he ie`t with ah accident which disabled him for the rest of his life. -Yet when he was nearly 90 he said he did not know that he had ever passed a year more comfortably than the last. His mental power and memory remained unimpaired to the end and he was quoting Latin within forty-eight hours of his death which occurred peacefully and painlessly in 1801 in his 91st year. Thus ended a singularly complete life. His friend Dr. Macmichael has left a glowing tribute to his personal character and charm in which he bears testimony to the cheerfulness and serenity of his latest age". The impression left on my mind from the various records of his life I have read is that few physicians have been so greatly, admired and beloved.
The most distinguished of Heberden's pupils was Robert Glynn who spent nearly all his long life within the precincts of the University. Glynn came from Eton to King's College in 1737, where he subsequently became a Fellow. After obtaining his medical degree he practised for a short time in Richmond, Surrey, but soon returned to Cambridge, where he practised until his death in 1800, from his rooms in College. Being left money by a relative he assumed the additional surname of Clobery, but was usually still referred to as Glynn. Munk said of him that "his life was one uniform course of integrity and benevolence. .. Of long and distinguished celebrity in the University of Cambridge ... this venerable philanthropist continued to enjoy to the end of his days the heartfelt reverence and affection not only of the middle-aged and advanced in years but also of the young". He was physically so ugly that it was said some patients were frightened of him at first, but not for long, and an illness he had was jokingly attributed to his catching sight of himself in a mirror. His eccentricities became famous in Cambridge. Among other things he had a detestation of opium. Once he said to a colleague: "I am going to be very ill and commit myself to your care, but on no account give me that vile drug opium or any preparation of it." On his recovery he enquired whether his friend had complied with his request or whether he had given him opium. "If I had not", was the reply, "you would not have been here to ask the question." When Russell Plumptre died in 1793 Pitt offered the Regius Professorship to Glynn who declined it on account of his advanced age, so Sir Isaac Pennington was appointed.
Glynn died in College aged 81, and according to his expressed wish was buried privately in the Chapel between 10 and 11 at night. But public feeling demandedsome more eminent mark of respect and Dr. Mansel, Master of Trinity and then Vice-Chancellor, announced his intention of proceeding with Dr. Glynn's friends and relations on the following Sunday from Trinity to Great St. Mary's to hear a Memorial Sermon, and a large procession accompanied him. Glynn bequeathed the bulk of his property to King's College and is commemorated by a tablet on the south side of the Chapel.
These two scholar physicians, Heberden and Glynn, teacher and pupil, and life-long friends, must have been a gracious influence in Cambridge at a time when the University was largely sunk in sloth and indifference. They were true to the highest traditions of their profession, cultivated both the art and science of medicine and were rewarded by the admiration of their colleagues and the devotion of their patients.
I now come to a man of a very different type who had considQrable importance in eighteenth century Cambridge. John Woodward, admitted to Pembrok-e by incorporation in 1695, who made the famous collection of fossils which commanded Whewell's admiration and who endowed the Chair of Geology which goes by his name, was also an indifferent and quarrelsome physician. He had been elected a Fellow of the Royal Society in 1693, but was expelled in 1710 for conduct unbecoming a gentleman. Sir Hans Sloane was reading a paper when Woodward made some grossly insulting remarks and not for the first time. He refused to apologize and expulsion followed. Sir Isaac Newton was in the Chair and when it was pleaded in Woodward's favour that he was a good natural philosopher, Newton remarked that in order to belong to that Society a man ought to be a good moral philosopher as well. Woodward brought an action for reinstatement, but without success. He next became notorious for his controversy with Richard Mead and John Freind on the treatment of smallpox. Mead was then at the height of his fame; his house in Gt. Ormond St., which afterwards became the Hospital for Sick Children, was crowded with books and works of art, and here he entertained in right princely style. He resented Woodward's attack with the air of a St. Bernard faced by a mongrel puppy. Encountering one another at the gate of Gresham College, each drew his sword but Woodward stumbled on the steps and fell. "Take your life", said Mead contemptuously; "anything but your physic", was the retort. Freind, as his political record s4ows, enjoyed disputes and continued his ridicule of Woodward, until Henry Plumptre, of whom I have already spoken, lampooned them both in his "Serious Conference between Scaramouch and Harlequin". Even Woodward's geological theories were disputed by John Arbuthnot who was granted the M.D. in 1705. Arbuthnot though in active practice and the favourite physician of Queen Anne, is better known as a writer and the intimate friend of Pope and Swift, who formed the Scriblerus Club with him. They published "The First Book of Martin Scriblerus" but did not continue it because of the mourning for Queen Anne. Both the Dunciad and Gulliver's Travels were originally designed to form part of another volume.
Those interested in figures may care to know that during the eighteenth century 608 persons were admitted to the Roval College of Physicians as Fellows, Licentiates or Extra-Licentiates. The two latter classes were n)t generally graduates of Oxford or Cambridge. The total nuLmber of Cambridge men admitted was 120, of whom 21 had become members of the University bv incorporation or by Royal Mandate. I will refer briefly to some of those physicians wNhose names are of general interest, whether their work was mainlv in Cambridge or, as was more uisually the case, outside. The most extraordinary medical alumnus of eighteenth centurv Cambridge was Thomlas Dover, who despite his remarkable exploits was a friend of the great Svdenham. Lord Moynihan once gave an interesting lecture on "Truants from Mledicine"; surely no one was ever such a startling truant as Dover. He was the son of Captain John Dover (one of Prince Rupert's officers) and after matriculating at Magdalen, Oxford, migrated to Caius College, Cambridge, in 1686. After obtaining his MI.B., he practised in Bristol, wvhere he became fasciniate(d 1y shipping. Then, like Dr. Livesey of Treasure Island, he took to buccaneering! In the course of his voyages with Captain Woodes-Rogers, thev touched at the island of Juan Fernandez in 1708-9 and rescued the original of Robinson Crusoe, the marooned Alexander Selkirk. Next rhey took a town in Peru by storm and a few months later captured a valuable prize a ship of twentv guns and 109 men. Dover transferred to this ship, with Selkirk as Master; they reached England again in 171 1, ancI Dover quietly resumed his practice in Bristol, becoming so successful that he removed to London in 1721 where he was admitted L.R.C.P. His fondness for prescribing mercury as vell as his hastv temper led to his being nicknamed "the q uicksilver doctor", but his principal medical claim to fame is his well-known powder. NMunk savs that nothing is known of his latter end, buit Dr. J. A. Nixon has shown that he retired to the beautiful mansion of Stanwav House in the Cotswolds, where with his friend Robert Tracv, he spent the closing years of his life, dying in 1742, aged 80. His family had long association with the Cotswolds, and his grandfather founded the famous Cotswold Games. Dr. Nixon calls attention to the interesting fact that Selkirk after returning with Dover, handed over his papers to Daniel Defoe, who had several cousins at Caius.
There are some other survivors from the seventeenth century who call for a passing notice: Clopton Havers of St. Catherine's left without taking a degree, but was famous for his description of the architecture of bone, which is still kept in mind by the name "Haversian canals". Nehemiah Grew was much more important as a botanist than as a physician, but he was the first to isolate sulphate of magnesia from Epsom waters. Sir Samuel Garth of Peterhouse took an active part in the life of the College of Physicians, b-ut he is better remembered as a writer and a member of the Kit Kat Club.
When I was Second Censor at the College of Physicians, I was faced at the meetings of the Board by a crude, glaring portrait of Edward VII from the brush of Luke Fildes, but when I became Senior Censor, I sat on the other side of the table and was refreshed by the sight of three fine portraits William Pitcairn by Joshua Revnolds, David Pitcairn bv Hoppner, and perhaps best of all, Richard Warren by Gainsborough. Richard Warren was born at Cavendish, the son of the Archdeacon of Suffolk who was a leading antagonist of Bishop Hoadlv in the Bangorian controversy. The son entered Jesus College in 1748, and after becoming fourth wrangler, was elected to a Fellowship. Dr. Peter Shaw, an eminent London physician, placed his son under Warren's tulition at Jesus, and liked the handsome young man so well that he encouraged him to take up medicine which he did, and married Shaw's daughter as well. He rapidly became very successful, and was Physician to George III. An able and delightful man, he was one of the first to discard the pompous manner hitherto considered appropriate to the phvsician of the gold-headed cane epoch. Perhaps his suavity of manner encountered a shock when in his usual style having said to Dr. Johnson he hoped he was better, he was grufflv told: St. Bartholomew's on the resignation of his uncle. A contemporary said of him: "His countenance during youth wvas a model of manly beauty, and even in advanced years was accounted remarkably handsome." He died, not at an advanced age, but when he was 59, aind was buried in the church of St. Bartholomew the Less in the same vault as his uncle and father. The memorv of the Pitcairns is kept in mind at Bart's by the ward namedl after them. I do not kno\w whether they wvere related to Robert Pitcairn, the midshipman who first sighted the island now named after him, which became the home of the mutineers of the Bounty. Robert was lost at sea aged about 23.
Finally I come to the somewhat enigmatic figure of William Stukeley. It not infrequently happens that attached to a circle of brilliant men one finds an adherent who clearly is not of the same calibre in character or attainmefnts. Yet the circle appears to do more than merely tolerate him. Perhaps he is an agreeable companion, or had merits which-escaped his bjographers, or perhaps the great appreciated the incense offered, by the lesser light. 'Of this Boswell is the outstanding example, and 1 think William Stukeley of Corpus mnust have been of that type. He was .certainly a friend of Stephen Hales and he was a Boswell to Isaac Newton. He helped John Ray in his catalogue of Cambridgeshire plants. Entering Corpus Christi College in 1708 he studied chemistry under Vigani and anatomy under Rolfe, though as I have said since Rolfe was subsequently deprived of his office for neglect of his duties it is doubtful if Stukeley learned much from him. That he was interested, however, is shown by his habits of dissecting cats and dogs in his college rooms. Dr. Clark-Kennedy in his recent paper on Stephen Hales before this Section certainly gave us a vivid account of the lively scientific interest he roused in the undergraduates at Corpus, and Stukeley's diary shows that he shared in this to the full. From Cambridge Stukeley went to St. Thomas's Hospital where he studied under the great Mead. He was elected F.R.S. in 1717, and in the tolowing year he took a leading part in founding the Society of Antiquaries. He proceeded to the M.D. and became F.R.C.P. giving the Goulstonian Lectures with the spteen for his subject, and subsequently acted as Censor. His antiquarian researches included Hadrian's Wall, Stonehenge and Maiden Castle. It may be asked why with such a record I should be doubtful of his real merit. Certainly not because of his unconventional behaviour after he took orders; it may even be imputed to him for righteousness that on one occasion he postponed divine service, for an hour to enable the congregation to witness an -eclipse of the sun. Even Bishop Warburton who spared neither friend nor.foe 'said of him that he was an honest and learned man, but then added that he was a strange compound of "simplicity, drollery, absurdity, ingenuity, superstition and antiquarianism". Gibbon said: "I have used his material and rejected most of his fanciful conjectures." Thomas Hearne described him as "very fanciful and a mighty conceited man". That he must have been very conceited is proved by the highly laudatory biography he wrote of himself in Master's History of Corpus in the third person, in which he attributed his lack of success as an author to the artifices of booksellers which prevented him from reaping the fruits of his labours. His reliability as a scholar may be gauged by his conviction that he had proved the identity of Bacchus and Jehovah. No wonder Gibbon could not accept his conjectures! I think I am justified in concluding that his ambitions exceeded his intellectual equipment and that his scientific friends perhaps found him more amusing than inspiring.
In looking back from this present Age of Violence to the so-called Age of Reason it is easy but erroneous to form judgments im the light of subsequent events. It would, however, be generally admitted -that the effect of Newton upon its thought was enormous. A. N. Whitehead makes this interesting comment: "Gibbon . . . was the incarnation of the dominant spirit of his"own times. In this way his volumes also tell another tale. They are a record of the mentality of the 18th century. . . This silver age . . . was oblivious of its own imminent destruction by the impact of the Age of Steam and of Democracy. . . Thus Gibbon narrated the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire and exemplified the prelude to the Decline and Fall of his own type of culture."
